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Abstract
The aim of this article is to introduce the phenomenon of the multiplex theatre as it is being 
played out within the complex urban geographies of metropolitan India. Since its inception 
a decade ago, the multiplex cinema in the subcontinent has become an intrinsic component 
of a new leisure infrastructure configured around the notion of a ‘consuming class’ keen to 
take its place amongst a ‘global middle class’. The dramatic growth in multiplex cinemas, 
projected to grow in numbers by 300 per cent over the next three years, has been greatly 
encouraged by urban planning and taxation policies designed to encourage new commercial 
and residential developments arising out of urban regeneration programmes and the growth 
of satellite conurbations. This article makes the case that, while the multiplex is an example 
of flagship architecture employed in the ‘globalisation’ of the urban environment, the demand 
for such facilities is also a logical extension of the long-running contest over public spaces 
between different segments of the urban population in Indian cities.
introduction
The reconfiguration of the social spaces in which the theatrical exhibition of 
feature films takes place, from dedicated single-screen large-capacity cinema 
halls to multiplex venues subdivided into multiple smaller auditoriums, has from 
the 1980s onwards rewritten the paradigm of cinema exhibition in the West (see 
Acland, 2003; Hubbard, 2003). The rise of the multiplex has been an integral part 
of the general spread of mall culture, with multiplex venues often being housed 
within shopping mall developments or even, in the case of the megaplexes, 
incorporating large-scale retail activities within the space of the entertainment 
venue itself (Acland, 2000; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2004). The incorporation of 
cinema within the aesthetics of contemporary retail settings and behaviours has 
arguably been responsible for reinvigorating the theatrical market in the face of 
threats from TV and video. It has also, however, altered the nature of cinema as 
public space and thus, crucially, what it means to be in the cinema hall. 
The rapid adoption of retail mall development models in the megacities of 
Northeast and Southeast Asia got underway during the property boom of the ‘Asian 
Tigers’ era. As such, the construction of multiplex cinemas in Seoul, Bangkok 
and Singapore was part of the reordering of commercial and residential spaces 
in those cities under a certain economic paradigm. The particularities of the 
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metropolitan politics of each city dictated a range of outcomes which variously 
served developers, consumers and local authorities in different measures — ranging 
from the ad hoc to significant integration with major planned reorganisations of 
urban space. Ravenscroft et al. (2001) point to the development of multiplexes 
in Singapore as a particular outcome of comprehensive planning directives that 
suburbanised a major component of the city’s population, thus giving rise to the 
need for new integrated leisure and retail developments. They also describe the 
conjoined mall-multiplex as a spatial device which conditioned Singaporeans 
to a new way of living that was closely orientated towards centrally planned 
consumerism. Singapore, with its ability to closely manage its population and 
visibly demonstrate the possibility of an orderly, sanitised urban environment in 
Asia, has long been an object of envy for India’s metropolitan planners. 
Paul, Shetty and Krishnan (2005) and Leela Fernandes (2004) have all noted 
the influence of the desired global metropolitan spaces (New York, Singapore 
or, more recently, Shanghai) that urban planners in South Asian cities hold as 
points of aspiration. However, they also observe that, despite a consistent desire 
for the creation of sanitised and controllable urban spaces in the subcontinent, it 
has not been possible to create the desired spatiality — that is, a tidy separation 
of metro-populations by class or economic utility. The spatial streamlining of 
communicative and commercial practices deemed requisite for the achievement of 
an urban aesthetic that is considered truly ‘modern’ by the elite and upper-middle 
classes has proved to be equally elusive. Ashis Nandy has previously claimed that 
the urban conditions extant in the subcontinent have placed the Indian middle 
class in an intimate but traumatic relationship with the proximity of the urban 
slum and its denizens (1999). This is an embrace from which the middle class 
has consistently sought to escape, resulting in a conflict that has been played out 
both in and over public space. 
the cinema hall as public space
In thinking about the implications of the cinema as a public space in India, it is 
crucial to recognise that the cinema hall, when it appeared in the colonial era, 
was a thoroughly ‘modern’ addition to public life, not simply in terms of its 
technological apparatus but in its reordering of social space. In a context where 
‘respectable’ women may not have appeared in public at all, and where temples, 
residential areas and water sources were often subject to exclusive access by certain 
caste, faith and class groups, the gathering together of a diverse public within a 
single social space represented a radical departure from existing social norms. At 
the same time, however, the space inside cinema halls was always regulated by 
different classes of seating, typically ranging from ‘floor class’ to ‘bench class’ 
to ‘chair class’. The adoption of sex-segregated seating was also a very early 
adoption in the general organisation of the cinema hall in India (Barnouw and 
Krishnaswamy, 1980: 5). In terms of the program itself, scholars such as Ashish 
Rajadhyaksha have pointed to the common narrative address of the Indian film 
and the gradual, and fitful, construction of an Indian film spectator as a ready 
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parallel with the democratic project of modernity in India and the search for an 
‘Indian’ citizen (Rajadhyaksha, 2000). In specific relation to the social practice 
of attending a film screening, Srinivas offers the following as representative of 
similar democratic claims that have been made for the cinema hall itself:
The Cinema Hall was the first performance centre in which all Tamils sat 
under the same roof. The basis of the seating is not on the hierarchic position 
of the patron but essentially on his purchasing power. If he cannot afford 
paying the higher rate, he has either to keep away from the performance 
or be with ‘all and sundry’. (Sivathamby, in Srinivas, 2000a)
In this light, it is possible to see that the requirement of cinema as an industrial 
medium for a mass, rather than select, audience might have given rise to a sense 
of commonality amongst patrons, thus opening up the possibility of an entitlement 
to public participation and the occupation of public space that transcended prior 
social structures. Here the cinema might usefully be paralleled with some of the 
other public spaces offered by modernity, such as railway stations, whose logic 
was directed at a mass public arranged by capitalist mobility, rather than the 
maintenance of feudal spatial practices. Srinivas, however, claims that, while the 
cinema hall may have permitted new forms of social proximity in a certain sense, 
its democratising effect must be reconciled with the fact that:
There is now a growing body of evidence indicating that although members 
of lower castes were allowed to enter cinema halls, theatre managements 
ensured that caste and class hierarchies were reinforced within them … 
[therefore] It is important to note that the cinema hall was one of the sites 
for the struggle of political rights as far as the lower caste-class viewers 
were concerned. (Srinivas, 2000a)
Srinivas describes the cinema hall as a key battleground in the contest over public 
space in Indian cities since at least the 1950s (2000a, 2000b). Published accounts 
of cinema halls in that era centred around the discomfort of middle-class Indian 
viewers with the raucous behaviour of the lower social orders within theatres, the 
gathering of unruly mobs outside cinemas and the potential for unwanted contacts 
between ‘respectable’ Indian women and thoroughly ‘unrespectable’ men being 
made possible by the institution of cinema (Srinivas, 2000a). The development 
of this contest, in its ensuing stages, was to follow a pattern over the following 
decades where the cinema hall increasingly became dominated by the young men 
of India’s urban underclass at the expense of the middle-class spectator. 
At first glance, the outcome of this contest can be seen to have been 
predetermined simply on the basis of numbers alone. There were, however, some 
other factors which also had an important bearing upon the proletarianisation of 
the movie audience. Most obvious, perhaps, was the ongoing tide of migration 
from rural areas into both the major cities and the regional (mofussil) towns. 
Unable to absorb new migrants within their existing residential capacity, but 
increasingly dependent upon them as an integral component of economic growth, 
the metropolitan authorities entered into a protracted struggle over the growth of 
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shanty towns and their encroachment upon unattended public spaces (Mukhija, 
2001; Hust and Mann, 2005). If housing and public amenities were unable to 
keep pace with the urbanisation of the Indian population, then places of assembly 
and entertainment were also in scant supply.
It is worth noting that, despite having the world’s most prolific industry in 
terms of production and what is most likely the largest daily ticket sale in per 
capita terms, there has always been a chronic undersupply of theatres in India in 
comparison to the vast size of the audience. As such there was — and is — a 
shortage of entertainment capacity in Indian cities. For the large populations of new 
citizens living in the cheek-by-jowl conditions of the semi-permanent shanty towns 
after the 1950s, there was, in addition, a chronic shortage of personal and public 
space in general, and hence an increased significance for the limited resources 
for public entertainment that were available to this class of the population. The 
more itinerant pavement dwellers occupied the public space of the city even more 
visibly, and they too constituted a growing audience for the cinema hall — an 
audience with a relatively low spending capacity, but also one with few other 
entertainment choices.  
By contrast with the slum-dwellers and pavement dwellers, upper middle-class 
viewers had more living space, if not by Western standards, and more access to 
other forms of leisure practice. Nonetheless, the omnibus nature of the Indian 
masala film was designed to appeal across a wide and differentiated audience 
and films remained in high demand amongst the middle classes. This explains the 
willingness of middle-class viewers to enter into uncharacteristic social situations 
where they could be confronted with the caste, class and gender-inflected presence 
of the ‘lumpen class of men who lived and still live on the streets of the cities’ 
(Inden, 1999: 53). However, as the crisis of the 1970s unfolded in India, and 
the Nehruvian ideology began to unravel under Indira Gandhi’s heavy-handed 
governance, the public spaces of the major cities were increasingly venues for 
unrest and dissent. The already extent anxieties of middle-class cinema-goers, 
along with the zeitgeist of the Emergency, encouraged  them to stay away from 
the cinema. With the advent of the VCR at the end of the decade and the parallel 
(if slow) growth in television ownership and broadcasting capability, the middle 
classes were offered an opportunity to domesticate their viewing habits. Reflecting 
on the 1980s for India Today, Madhu Jain observed that ‘the gentile class had 
retreated to the comfort of television and video’, leaving cinema halls to ‘the 
children of the mean streets’ (Jain, 1990: 46). 
Ravi Vasudevan’s recent ethnographic research documents how cinemas in New 
Delhi experienced a downturn in status (rather than ticket sales) from the 1970s, 
when ‘cinemas were no longer attracting families and women audiences, always 
considered crucial to the cinema’s social legitimacy’ (2003). Instead, cinemas catered 
to a ‘mobile ‘bachelor’ population … a restless, transient population hustling for 
goods and attracted to a cinema of sensation and distraction’ (Vasudevan, 2003). 
The cinema hall, particularly after dark, began to be associated with gangs of 
young ‘rowdies’ and was therefore seen as an unsuitable place for middle-class 
families. It would be an exaggeration to say that there were no theatres that 
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continued to enjoy middle-class patronage during the 1980s, but in general middle-
class audiences vacated the central public spaces for a handful of theatres located 
within specifically middle-class colonies or suburbs. 
the rise of the multiplex
In a marked contrast, and as a response, to these ‘downshifting’ trends in the 
exhibition sector over the previous two decades, the appearance of multiplex 
cinemas in India over the last decade has represented a sustained attempt to create 
appropriate public spaces for theatrical exhibition for the middle-class family. The 
multiplex phenomenon in India was instigated in the upmarket Saket district of 
New Delhi in 1997 through a tie-up between a local family-run exhibition concern, 
Priya Exhibitors Ltd, and Village Roadshow Ltd, a multinational concern based 
in Australia. The site, PVR Anupam, was the result of a refurbishment of a large, 
old theatre into a multi-screen site modelled on the ‘international standard’ of a 
multiplex facility (what is dubbed by the industry as a retro-fit). According to PVR, 
the site ‘was an instant success on account of its strategic location and first mover 
advantage’ (PVR Cinemas, 2006: 2). Located in a suburban commercial district 
with manned security gates at its access points and surrounded by international 
franchise retail outlets like McDonalds, Pizza Hut, Barista, Nirulas, Subway, Moti 
Mahal, Planet M, Lee and Reebok, PVR Anupam has proved highly popular with 
an upper middle-class crowd and has been one of Delhi’s most profitable cinemas 
over the last 10 years. 
The success of PVR Anupam prompted a number of other players to reconsider 
the opportunities in India’s highly fragmented exhibition sector, where thousands of 
small, independent single-screen theatres were still catering largely to entrenched 
lower class audiences. The willingness of more affluent segments of the population 
to patronise a facility like PVR Anupam indicated a rejuvenated market for upscale 
projects. From 2000 onwards, the decisions taken by a number of Indian states 
to allow multiplexes to operate with dynamic ticket prices outside of the tariffs 
set for regular theatres paved the way for admission prices up to ten times the 
average cost of a ticket to a regular theatre (KPMG, 2005: 65). Crucially, in their 
desire to foster prestige commercial development projects, a significant number 
of the Indian states also began to offer entertainment tax exemptions specifically 
to multiplex theatres in their first five years of operations. Entertainment taxes 
levied on admission rates have traditionally been extremely high in India, often 
accounting for as much as 75 per cent of the ticket price (see Mittal, 1995). As 
such, a zero level of taxation is a powerful incentive for investment that gives 
the multiplex numerous advantages over the old cinemas. 
Along with the advent of the tax exemptions, a number of other multiplex 
concerns were launched. Adlabs Films Ltd (founded in Mumbai as a film processing 
laboratory in 1978 by Manmohan Shetty and Vasanji Mamania) entered into film 
exhibition in 2000 (Adlabs Films Ltd, 2006a). Adlabs opened its first multiplex 
at Wadala, Mumbai in March 2001. This prestige site was constructed adjacent 
to a major arterial route in a previously heavily industrialised area of the island 
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city. The purpose-built complex features a four-screen multiplex along with India’s 
first IMAX theatre. Adlabs then entered into a joint partnership with Shringar 
Cinemas Ltd, a newly constituted exhibition arm of a major film distribution 
company (Shringar Cinemas Ltd, 2006). It was through this partnership that the 
first ‘Fame’ brand multiplex, Fame Adlabs, was launched in Mumbai’s Andheri 
suburb in 2002. Another major entrant to the multiplex business at this time was 
INOX Leisure Ltd, launching sites in Pune, Baroda and Kolkata. Operating since 
May 2002, INOX is a diversification venture of Gujarat Flurochemicals Ltd, a 
major player in India’s heavy industry sector (INOX Leisure Ltd, 2006a). Unlike 
the original PVR site at Saket, the new multiplexes were all purpose-built sites 
with ostentatious modernist architecture that made major interventions into the 
local urban environment.
The emergence of the multiplex operators is an indication of important 
changes in the finances of the entertainment sector. In recognition of the growing 
importance of the media sector as part of a ‘services-oriented’ economic paradigm, 
the government of India belatedly granted official industry status to the film 
industry from 1998, thus opening the way for access to both foreign and domestic 
institutional finance. This has led to an emerging trend towards ‘corporatisation’, 
where a number of what were essentially family firms operating in various niche 
roles instead began attracting finance from outside of the informal networks which 
have traditionally sustained the industry (Price Waterhouse Coopers, 2006: 42). 
PVR, Adlabs and Shringar are all illustrative of this trend and have all attracted 
significant institutional investment. In addition, along with INOX, all these 
companies have recently been listed on the stock exchange (Adlabs in December 
2000, Shringar in April 2005, INOX in February 2006, and PVR in March 2006). 
Institutional and public funds have furnished the multiplex operators with large 
quantities of working capital, and consequently they have all embarked on massive 
programs of expansion. 
PVR Cinemas Ltd (now formally separated from its relationship with Village 
Roadshow) has expanded rapidly since 2002, mainly in the Delhi National Capital 
Region (NCR) and north-western states. PVR is currently India’s largest multiplex 
cinema operator in terms of screen capacity, with 70 screens in 18 sites and 
an overall seating capacity of 17 270 seats. PVR has a further nine sites under 
construction and/or fitting which are expected to become operational during 2007, 
holding agreements for 28 additional sites which will bring the screen capacity 
of PVR to 250 screens (PVR Cinemas Ltd, 2006: 5). Adlabs now operates 11 
sites with 42 screens and a seating capacity of 12 742. Adlabs has also signed 
a large number of leases for further multiplexes and current projections are for 
an additional 110 screens and 32 000 seats by 2009 (Adlabs Films Ltd, 2006a). 
There are currently six Fame Multiplexes wholly owned by Shringar Cinemas 
Ltd, with a total of 27 screens and 7501 seats. Shringar is projecting 31 new 
sites (India Infoline, 2006: 28). At present, INOX operates multiplexes at 12 sites 
on 44 screens with 13 267 seats. A further 11 sites currently under construction 
and/or fitting are expected to be in operation by 2008 (INOX Leisure Ltd, 2006b). 
The acquisition of Calcutta Cine Private Limited by INOX will contribute up to 
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eight more multiplexes in Eastern India, mostly in West Bengal (INOX Leisure 
Ltd, 2006a/b). INOX is also entering into a partnership with leading retailer, 
The Pantaloon Group. This alliance is intended to pursue the development of 51 
shopping malls, 35 of which will contain multiplex facilities. 
There are two major factors, beyond tax exemptions, which dictate the economic 
logic of the multiplex boom. In the first place, it is salient to point out the 
targeting of a particular audience demographic for the multiplex. Much is made 
in the marketing and investment literature of the multiplex phenomenon, whether 
produced by the operators themselves or by financial advisers, of the importance 
of the growing wealth and numbers of the Indian middle class to the projected 
growth of the entertainment sector (see India Infoline, 2006; KPMG, 2005; Price 
Waterhouse Coopers, 2006; Singhal 2006). According to INOX: ‘The demographic 
of movie audiences has expanded dramatically over the last few years … with 
a larger percentage of the population having entered higher income brackets. In 
2001–02, the consuming class stood at 54.6 million households — today, it has 
grown to 90.9 million.’ (INOX Leisure Ltd, 2006a) Thus an increase in disposable 
income and consumption patterns flowing from the liberalisation of India’s economy, 
along with ever more ambitious middle-class aspirations, has led to the demand 
for new leisure infrastructure tailored to the needs of this ‘new’ middle class. It 
is no accident, then, that the multiplex cinema has taken off in India at precisely 
a point when the increasing influence of the ‘new economy’, where income is 
generated through global services such as IT or insurance or retail spending, and 
the steadily rising affluence of those who work in such sectors has given further 
impetus to economic policies specifically favouring new middle-class lifestyles. 
The economic logic of the multiplex industry is specifically directed towards these 
new sources of disposable income. 
The second major factor is an exuberant property market. As part of India’s 
post-1991 engagement with the processes of globalisation, and the drive towards 
a consumption-led economy, the various states of India have increasingly been 
required to compete for central funding and to attract greater foreign investment. 
With varying degrees of success, therefore, the state governments have enacted 
policies designed to make their jurisdictions attractive to investment. As such, the 
policies adopted by urban authorities in Indian cities are increasingly inflected with 
an entrepreneurial orientation, reflected physically in the spatial transformation 
of urban environments towards the needs of international capital and those able 
to actively participate in a lifestyle centred around rising consumption. Rather 
than using their powers over land to keep prices down for the benefit of lowly 
paid state servants, India’s major metropolitan authorities have begun releasing 
and rezoning land (particularly at the urban fringes) in order to furnish a boom 
in property development and speculation. Developers of residential colonies and 
shopping malls are well aware of the pulling power of upmarket onsite cinemas 
for their desired clientele. Multiplex cinemas are said to be ‘anchor tenants’ that 
increase footfalls in a shopping mall by 40–50 per cent (KPMG, 2005: 65). 
Multiplex operators are now able to lease floor space in retail developments 
at relatively low cost, typically on the higher levels of multi-storey malls. The 
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receptiveness of the growing numbers of mall developers to their presence has 
foreclosed the need for the multiplex operators to invest in further fixed property 
assets of their own, which would be a crucial stumbling block for expansion, 
given soaring property prices in the major metros. 
The intrinsic relationship between the multiplexes and the emerging property 
paradigm is further indicated when we take into account other emerging players 
with major ambitions in the multiplex business. E City Ventures, with its ‘Fun 
Cinemas’ brand, is part of the Essel Group (headed by ZEE TV mogul Subhash 
Chandra, with interests in television, ICT, shopping malls and theme parks) and 
is rapidly becoming a major national player (see Fun Cinemas, 2006; E City 
Ventures 2006; Essel Group, 2006). At a regional level, Wave Cinemas in Uttar 
Pradesh, owned by the Chadha Group, has a background in industries such as 
liquor, sugar and paper, but has now moved into residential property development 
along with the operation of multiplexes (Wave Cinemas, 2006a, 2006b). Cinemax, 
with a dozen sites in Mumbai, is a subsidiary of a residential property development 
concern, the Kanakia Group, a logical tie-up if you consider the upward push a 
nearby multiplex now gives to the price of apartments (Cinemax, 2006; Kanakia 
Group, 2006). The acquisition of Adlabs Films by Reliance Land Investments, a 
major capital interest in India’s booming real estate economy, in October 2005 
provides further cement to the linkages between the multiplex industry and the 
wider reshaping of India’s cities (Adlabs, 2006b). 
The story of the multiplex in India is as indicative of the suburbanisation of 
the urban population as it was previously in Singapore (see Ravenscroft et al., 
2001). The important difference is that this is a suburbanisation of affluent rather 
than blue-collar consumers. The strategy of the industry has been to develop sites 
close to existing wealthy suburbs (such as Salt Lake in Kolkata), in up-and-coming 
areas associated with the new economy (such as Koremangala in Bangalore), 
in areas where rezoning has made land very cheap and is attracting residential 
developers (such as Ghaziabad near Delhi) or along the arterial routes and flyovers 
that now connect central commercial districts with these middle-class suburban 
enclaves (such as Andheri in Mumbai). While the older cinema halls are typically 
located in places where large crowds are formed (such as city markets) and areas 
around public transport hubs (such as railway stations and bus depots), access to 
multiplexes is all about private transport. As land becomes available at the urban 
fringes and a credit boom provides fund for property purchase and the growth of 
car ownership, the improvement of roads is now enabling the younger generation 
of the middle class to finally vacate the crowded conditions of the inner cities. 
Unlike the old cinemas, the multiplex is reached by road and invariably comes 
with a substantial provision of (fee-paying) parking and an adjacent cluster of 
high-rise apartment projects at various stages of construction.
the emergence of a two-tier leisure infrastructure
In the pre-liberalisation era, when the leisure economy was heavily taxed, major 
investors were discouraged from entering and the middle class were subsequently 
116
Media International Australia
required to participate in leisure and retail activities in venues that were shared 
(often uncomfortably) with the urban poor. Equally, middle-class neighbourhoods 
were almost invariably subject to the encroachment of shanty dwellings and 
street vendors. By contrast, the liberalisation era has seen the rapid development 
of niche facilities that are effectively kept off limits to the poor by a mixture of 
location choice, private security guards and barrier-pricing — effectively making 
shopping malls and multiplex cinemas the domain of a selectively ‘privatised 
public’. One outcome of this is ‘the growing “physical” distance between the 
poor and the privileged in India’ as ‘those who have moved up the income scale 
seek to barricade themselves from [poverty’s] pervasive presence’ (Varma, 1998: 
203). While the overall shortage of cinemas in India, and their different clientele, 
appears to suggest the continuance of the older cinema circuit along with its new, 
upmarket cousin, it is also the case that the patrons of this two-tier infrastructure 
are becoming not only economically, but also spatially, separated. 
We can clearly see the antecedents for class-specific exhibition facilities in the 
history of the cinema crowd and the conflicts that have been constituted within 
and around the cinema hall. Taking these factors into account, we begin to see 
how the multiplex has been consciously deployed in order to solve the ‘problem’ 
of the cinema from a middle-class perspective. Thus the (re)appearance of cinema 
as an extension of retail leisure has been somewhat predisposed by a series of 
ideological motives (and social anxieties) deeply ingrained amongst the middle class 
pertaining to the suitable composition of the audience and the appropriate ritual 
purpose of the cinema experience. The multiplex, therefore, is just the latest part 
of the history of the cinema hall which, in totality, provides a useful weather-vane 
pointing to the prevailing currents in India’s urban ecology over the last century 
– in turn accommodating (and thus spatialising) colonial and caste elites, a proto-
nationalist public, urban mass migrants, subaltern agitators and, in the form of the 
multiplex, a wilfully segregated ‘consuming class’. From a historical perspective, 
it is also important to recognise that the ground for spatial segregation has long 
been laid. Indeed, it was one of the intrinsic principles in the formal organisation 
of the colonial city, and in the post-socialist era it is relatively unsurprising to 
see its revival in the commercially oriented urban redevelopment agendas being 
pursued under the instrument of the Jawaharlal Nehru National Urban Renewal 
Mission (JNNURM). As such, it is worth recalling Henri Lefebvre’s influential 
observation that the production of urban space bears a close relation to the social 
organisation of economic practices and the ideological basis of those relations 
(1991). This is as relevant for the internal organisation of the cinema hall as it 
is for its placement in urban space. 
The impact of economic restructuring on the urban landscape should not be 
understated. The process of dislocation between the consuming classes and the 
rump of the Indian population is commensurate, and intimately entwined, with 
the liberal economic policies and urban redevelopment agendas currently being 
pursued by the Indian government. As such, it may be pertinent in the light of the 
multiplex for film scholars to revisit and even reconsider the claims made upon 
the cinema hall and its occupants as the site of a nascent democratic principle. By 
117
No. 124 — August 2007
contrast, the story of the multiplex to date appears to provide support for Partha 
Chatterjee’s claim that, in the new India: ‘The elite will form its own community 
— a spatially bound interpersonally networked subculture … [with] segregated 
and exclusive space for shops, restaurants, arts and entertainment aimed at this 
clientele.’ (Chatterjee, 2004: 144–45) The multiplex is demonstrably an intrinsic 
component of this emerging network of residential complexes, flyovers, shopping 
malls and country clubs, providing a new generation of facilities targeted not at the 
mass public but specifically at the ‘creamy layer’ of a politically assertive middle 
class. The cultural and physical geography of multiplex theatres in India cannot, 
therefore, be easily separated from the ideological forces and social conditions 
that have led to their construction and which determine their use and value.
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